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THE EFFECT OF DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO
GOAL SETTING ON GOAL COMMITMENT
by
Eileen Mary Piersa
July, 1990

This study assesses the goal commitment generated by different approaches to goal
setting. The participants were the directors, board presidents, staff, board members and
volunteers of two non-profit organizations. One group explored their history as an
organization, significant events and the impact of those events before carrying out the
same goal setting process as the other group. Self-efficacy was measured before the
exercise began. Goal commitment was measured after participants prioritized goals and
selected subgoals on which to take action. The hypothesis that cognitively reviewing past
history would lead to greater commitment was rejected. A second hypothesis that the
self-efficacy of the group would be correlated with commitment was statistically rejected
but suggested that the relationship between self-efficacy and goal intensity should be
pursued.
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CHAPTER I

Introduction
Background
A major conclusion arising from goal setting research is that clear, difficult goals
lead to higher levels of performance (Locke, Shaw, Saari, & Latham, 1981). This
conclusion, however, is contingent on the assumption that there is commitment to the
difficult goals. One of the first moderating variables noticeably affecting goal setting was
goal commitment (Locke, 1968). Locke, Latham, and Erez (1988) in a recent review
state "it is virtually axiomatic that if there is no commitment to goals, then goal setting will
not work" (p.2).
Despite the important role goal commitment is believed to have, it has not been the
main focus in goal setting research (Hollenbeck, Klein, O'Leary, & Wright,1989).
Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) found that since 1968, over 70% of goal setting studies
never directly assessed either goal commitment or acceptance. In 61 % of the empirical
studies reviewed, goal commitment was not even mentioned. Goal commitment was
mentioned in another 12%, but never empirically assessed. Only three studies examined
goal commitment and tested its role as a moderator of performance.

Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study is to assess the goal commitment generated by different
approaches to goal setting.
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Literature Review
Goal Commitment
The basic premise of Locke's (1968) goal theory is that an individual's conscious
intentions regulates his actions. He simply defines a goal as what the individual is
consciously trying to do. Just as conscious intentions regulate actions, so do hidden
beliefs and assumptions (Kilman, 1984). When an individual is committed to a goal they
take action and extend effort to move toward the goal. They have conscious intentions as
well as unconscious values, beliefs and assumptions operating as they commit to and take
action on the goal.
In goal setting research the terms goal commitment and goal acceptance have been
used interchangeably (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987). It is important to separate the
meaning of these two terms. Goal acceptance refers to the initial use of a goal assigned
by another person (Campion & Lord, 1982; Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987; Lock et al.,
1988). Acceptance does not necessarily infer that the person is psychologically bound to
the goal (Hollenbeck et al., 1989).
On the other hand, Locke et al. (1981) refer to goal commitment as the
determination to try for a goal and to continue to pursue it over time. Commitment
implies an increase of effort, over time, toward the achievement of an original goal and
emphasizes an unwillingness to abandon or to lower the original goal (Campion & Lord,
1982).
Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) found the concepts of goal acceptance and
commitment distinguishable but noted, "(a) there is a considerable overlap between them,
(b) they have been used almost interchangeably in past research, and (c) there is not
complete consensus as to the separateness of these constructs" (p.212). It is impossible
to determine what original authors were intending because these two terms have been
used interchangeably.
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It is important to understand that any approach to goal setting reflects different
degrees of conscious and unconscious elements. To better understand how to influence
commitment, the approaches used in goal setting need to be considered. There has been
little research done in terms of approaches used, from an organization development
practitioner viewpoint . It will perhaps add clarity to the commitment element for this
study to look at approaches to goal setting.

Approaches to Goal Setting
Various goal setting approaches have been used over the years. They differ in the
activity used to prepare for goal setting. For instance some focus on current problems, or
some look at their history and what they have done, where they are now and the direction
they would like to go. Others look only at how things are currently and how they want
things to be. It logically follows that a difference in approach might have an impact on
commitment. The following discussion explores the prominent variations.
The Problem Solving Approach--Coping Reactively. Lippitt (1983) cites a study
from 1971 where a team of graduate students studied 25 problem-solving planning and
goal setting groups. Tape recordings of these sessions showed how people's voices
became depressed during the session and increasingly attributed their problems to sources
outside of their control. They also increasingly used words indicating feelings of
impotence, futility and frustration. Action steps they produced were prone to be short
term, aimed at dealing with the symptoms and reducing the current pain. Lippitt noted
that part of the motivation was to escape the pain induced by the method of problem
solving. Listing problems and solutions was depressing when they saw that the solutions
might create even more problems. Hence, conscious intention of these groups became
reacting to their immediate situation, to decrease or eliminate the pain of problem solving.
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The Discovery of Images of Potentiality. This reactive coping finding by Lippitt led
Fox, Lippitt, and Schindler-Rainman (1976) to begin experimenting with images of
potentiality; envisioning what could be rather than mourning what was.
The motivations and perspectives generated by "getting away from pain" are not
likely to contain the creativity or to generate the energy that derives from aspirations
generated by images of concrete feasible steps toward desirable goals. Images of
potential are not only strong initial sources of direction and motivation, but they also
provide the basis for continuous feedback, motivation and renewal . . . The
excitement and rationality of taking initiative toward the future must replace the
anxiety associated with reactive coping with confrontation. (p.4)
Moving from the immediate pain and clarifying how they want things to be has an
impact on participant commitment and actions. These two approaches to goal setting have
been found to result in significantly different levels of commitment and action taken by
the participants involved (Lindaman & Lippitt, 1979; Weisbord, 1987).
Shaping A Preferred Future. In the 1970's Lippitt teamed up with Edward
Lindaman, the late futurist who had directed planning for the Apollo moon shot.
Lindaman and Lippitt (1979) acknowledged the increasing challenge of choosing goals
that are meaningful, sensitive to, and oriented toward the future with its rapid rate of
change. The choice is whether to "cope reactively to the future created by others, or to
work creatively and strategically to influence and shape our preferred future" (p. 1).
They found that when people plan present actions by working backward from what is
really desired, they develop energy, enthusiasm, optimism, and high commitment.
So the job of preferred futuring requires that we examine the data of the past, the
present, and events, trends, and developments (EDTs) going on around us in our
world, community, organization, and personal lives. Then we use this data to
imagine and envision images of the future that we prefer, not limited by presently
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perceived frontiers, yet triggered by the realities of the present and emerging human
technological situation. Then we take that commitment to preferred and prioritized
images and move toward intentional action by preparing a goal-and-action
implementation plan which will make optimal use of the human and technical
resources of the organization. (Lippitt, 1983, p. 7-8)
Goals developed out of a reactive approach are qualitatively different than those
developed with a proactive approach. The reactive approach is done with the emphasis
on survival in the present situation, setting goals in response to changes that are seen as
they are happening. The proactive approach is done with an emphasis on having control
and power over one's destiny. As one clarifies where they've been, where they are, and
where they want to go, they set up goals and action plans to take them there. Thus, to
summarize the possibilities generated by the approaches discussed, goals may be survival
oriented or self empowering oriented.
A Future Search Conference--A Contemporary Example Acknowledging
Commitment. Weisbord (1987) integrates ideas from Lindaman and Lippitt into his
model of a future search conference. He states "search conferences excite, engage,
produce new insights, and build a sense of common values and purpose." (p.285) The
future search is based on three assumptions:
1. Change is so rapid that we need more, not less, face-to-face discussion to make
intelligent strategic decisions.
2. Successful strategies--for quality goods and services, lower costs, more
satisfying ways of working--come from envisioning preferred futures.
3. People will commit to plans they have helped to develop. (p.285)
One of the foundation exercises of the search conference that plays a particularly
important role in this study is one in which participants reflect and share their collective
past. In this exercise people rediscover and reflect on the amount of change they have
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been through together and the influence that is having on the present. Newer members
learn many untold things about the past, and older members learn about earlier values and
commitments. They develop a collective consciousness of what has happened to make
things as they are today, of what they are currently "proud and sorry" about. From this
they make choices about what they want to leave behind and what they want to take
forward with them.
So far the importance of goal commitment and variations in approaches created to
attain it have been explored. Commitment to goals has been shown to be imperative for
goal setting to work (Locke & Latham, 1990). Approaches to goal setting have evolved
from a reaction-to-problems orientation to a take-action-toward-a-preferred-future
orientation. The level of commitment to goals generated by various goal setting
approaches have been discussed extensively, but seldom, if ever followed through with
empirical measurement. This study intends to measure the goal commitment generated by
varying the approach to goal setting.
There is one more important condition to be understood before presenting the
methodology. The next section explains self-efficacy and its importance to goal
commitment.

Self-efficacy
Bandura's (1986) social-cognitive theory is highly congruent with goal setting
theory. It adds two important dimensions to goal theory, role modeling and self-efficacy.
Self-efficacy has been found to play multiple roles in goal setting theory. It influences
goal choice, goal commitment, and response to feedback, and it also has a direct effect on
performance. Social-cognitive theory is highly congruent with the metatheoretical
approach of goal setting; both stress the importance of cognitive self-regulation.
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The social cognitive view doesn't see people as either driven by inner forces nor
automatically shaped and controlled by external stimuli. "Human functioning is explained
in terms of model of triadic reciprocality in which behavior, cognitive and other personal
factors, and environmental events all operate as interacting determinants of each other"
(Bandura, 1986, p. 18).
"Cognitive factors partly determine which external events will be observed, how
they will be perceived, whether they leave any lasting effects, what valence and efficacy
they have, and how the information they convey will be organized for future use. By
manipulating symbolically the information that is derived from experience, one can
comprehend events and generate new knowledge about them" (Bandura, 1977b, p. 160).
Self-efficacy centers on a person's judgement of "how well one can execute courses
of action required to deal with prospective situations" (Bandura, 1982, p. 122).
Perceived self-efficacy is concerned with how people judge their capabilities and how that
in turn affects their motivation and behavior. They are more influenced by how they see
their performance and successes rather than the successes themselves.
People commit to and confidently accomplish activities they judge themselves
capable of doing, but they avoid those they believe exceed their competence (Bandura,
1977 a). "If self-efficacy is lacking, people tend to behave ineffectually, even though
they know what to do" (Bandura, 1982, p. 127). To make certain the greatest use of
capabilities are applied in any given activity, skills and self-beliefs are necessary for
successful functioning. Experimental research strongly suggests that self-efficacy is a
more powerful predictor of behavior than either outcome expectancies or past
performance (Bandura, 1977a; Bandura, et. al., 1977; Locke, Frederick, Lee, & Bobko,
1984).
People who judge themselves inefficacious in dealing with the demands of the
situation emphasize their personal inadequacies and imagine potential obstacles as greater
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than they really are. Their attention is absorbed by shortcomings and mishaps. In
contrast, people with strong self-efficacy systematically direct their attention and effort to
how to best proceed with the situation. Barriers stimulate still greater effort.
Judgements of self-efficacy influences the amount of energy people expend and the
length of time they will put up with difficulties or opposing experiences. As with
commitment, high perseverance usually produces high accomplishments (Bandura,
1982).
Self-efficacy theory claims that personal mastery expectations are the primary
determinants of behavioral change. Personal mastery experiences increase self-efficacy
expectations only if the individual attributes these successes to skill (internal orientation)
and not to luck or chance (external orientation) (Bandura, 1977a).
Bandura (1986) has summarized four principal sources of information, whether its
accurate or faulty, that influence judgements of self-efficacy and in turn determine goal
commitment. "In order of importance or potency, they are: enactive mastery (actual
performance or beliefs about performance), modeling, persuasion, and physiological
feedback. There is corroborating evidence for each of the first three categories in the goal
setting literature" (Locke & Latham, 1990, p. 73).
An exciting theory that has not been studied very much but appears to potentially be
a powerful causal factor in commitment is that of goal intensity. "Goal intensity refers to
the amount of thought or mental effort that goes into formulating or conceptualizing the
goal or plan of action to realize it" (Locke & Latham, 1990, p.148).
From my viewpoint, it looks like goal intensity is a part of self-efficacy, although
that connection has not been made in the literature. If self-efficacy is influenced by
performance attainments, vicarious experiences of observing others' performances,
verbal persuasion and social influences, it is reasonable to assume that the more those are
done, the more intense the processing, and therefore the greater the commitment to goals.
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For example, individuals in a group that take the time to reflect and talk about their
perceptions, ideas and values, about how they see the past, present, and future of the
organization are investing in the amount of cognitive effort used to formulate the goal or
action plan. This, in tum, influences their self-efficacy and increases their commitment to
goals.
Four studies Locke and Latham (1990) quoted showed when subjects detail out,
think through, purge information, discuss possibilities, imagine situations and devise
cognitive strategies for problem solving that they had higher results than their
counterparts. Again, this intense processing gives participants the opportunity to increase
their efficacy by bringing their own experiences and ideas to a cognitive level, listening to
others', and getting recognition from them. Bandura (1977a) notes "it has now been
amply documented that cognitive processes play a prominent role in the acquisition and
retention of new behavior patterns." (p. 192).
After this processing step, strategies are developed to implement goals and actions.
Self-motivation is best elicited and maintained by committing to attainable subgoals that
lead to large future goals. Therefore, concrete, proximal subgoals would need to be
developed prior to measuring commitment.
Future distant goals are not as effective in mobilizing effort or directing what is
happening in the present situation, where current subgoals provide immediate incentives
and guides for action. Subgoals also provide performance measures for how they are
doing or for gauging their capabilities. Current subgoals can also serve as an important
medium in the development of self-percepts of efficacy. Attainment of subgoals mark
progress along the way to substantiate a growing sense of self-efficacy.
The potential of groups lies partly in people's sense of collective efficacy that they
can solve their problems and improve their lives through concerted effort. When groups
take time in their approach to goal setting to recount beliefs about their past, present, and
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future performance; examine possibilities; and specify values, ideas and strategies,
individuals can also relate their own performance masteries. This process theoretically
would increase the goal intensity and in tum the group efficacy. Perceived collective
efficacy will affect what people choose to do as a group, how much effort they put into it,
and their staying power when group efforts fail to produce results.

Statement of Problem
Personal Observation Regarding Commitment
Working with a variety of groups, I have observed the impact of their looking at
their history. As I listen to people, I realize they talk about their history together whether
or not it is a formal part of an agenda. Situations are brought up for a variety of reasons;
something was unresolved for them, or they learned something important--they may want
to repeat the experience or be sure the experience is not repeated, senior members want to
inform newer members of traditions or give them a sense of the evolution of the project or
company. Whatever the reason behind it, people seem to want to bring their past with
them in setting goals.
Working specifically with groups cognitively reviewing their history, I have
observed that: 1) people often have profound insights about how much change they have
lived through together and its influence on their current situation, 2) strengths and
successes are more visible and generate energy for creating future expectations, 3)
individuals come to see things through others eyes and thus have a broader perspective on
future possibilities, 4) past negative feelings are shared and let go of, thus increasing
open communication and building trust, 5) they bond together and become clearer and
stronger in their commitment to each other, their values, and the work. They become a
team.
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On the other hand, groups that take the current situation, look at what is not
working and try to problem solve instead of clarifying how they want the future to be
appear to experience decreased energy, frustration, and low commitment to their goals. I
have seen groups go from high energy, people standing and participating, voices
expressing excitement and building on others ideas, to everyone sinking back into their
chairs focusing on how big the problems and barriers are, voices lower and expressing
pain. They become unable to focus on solutions, on making things different. They get
stuck in the problem itself and don't move into problem definition and solution.
Incidentally, they often report that this is symbolic of how they deal with organizational
problems day-to-day and it can manifest itself in other areas of commitment such as
people not showing up to meetings, high turnover, high frustration, low participation,
and low morale.
I have even observed the practice of group or department goals coming out of the
file for an annual check-up, getting sanctioned without much discussion or input and filed
away again until next year. This, of course allows for no feedback, realignment or any
processing of where they are in relation to where they are going.
In summary, the variation in approach appears to have an impact on the group.
When a group uses their experience and creativity to move from problem to solution or
preferred future, it increases their belief that they can accomplish the task. This results in
increased commitment. When the group stays focused on problems and doesn't move
beyond that, it reinforces any beliefs they have of being powerless in making things
different or overcoming the barriers to change. Consequently, commitment is not
enhanced.
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My Theory
My theory is that the approach used in goal setting affects goal commitment. It
appears to me that self-efficacy is an important factor in terms of approach and
commitment. Groups that together process their past, present, and desired future prior to
setting their goals, increase their learnings, their efficacy, and therefore their commitment
to accomplishing the goals. Individuals corning together in the workplace create their
own shared experience or history. This history can be rich with learnings from failures
and successes, conflicts, changes, improvements, insights. These learnings are about
self, the work team, the company, the customer, the industry.
Reflecting on the past gives the group a sense of movement through history and
continuity into the present. Highlighting themes and emerging trends raises people's
awareness of patterns, meanings, and values. This process brings the participants to a
shared level of understanding which in turn builds them into a more cohesive group or
team. When they look at their preferred future they move from an observer/analyzer role
to becoming "part of the picture" as a doer in the future, simply because of the time spent
sharing history, current realities, and building bonds.
I believe when individuals in groups in organizations take the time to review their
past learnings, assess their current situation, visualize where they want to go, and use this
information as a framework on which to build goals, they will have greater commitment
to achieving the goals. People committed to the ideals, values, and future of the company
become committed to the goals and take actions to make them happen. "Taking a stand
for a desired future provides purposeful guidance for goal setting, planning, and skill
building" (Weisbord, 1987, p.277).
This researcher wants to know if the approach used to set goals results in a
difference in the goal commitment of participants. The variations I will experiment with
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involve the use of past, present, and future in setting the goal(s). There are two
variations:
Group A will review their past, assess their current situation and clarify their
preferred future and set goals (Lindaman & Lippitt, 1979; Weisbord,
1987).
Group B will clarify their preferred future, assess their current situation and set
goals (Lindaman & Lippitt, 1979).

Study Hypotheses
There are two major hypotheses I want to pursue.

Hypothesis 1
The more a pre-goal setting approach utilizes the process of reviewing past, present,
and desired future the greater the commitment to goals. The null hypothesis in this case is
that both groups will be the same; there will be no differences in commitment to goals
related to the approach.

Hypothesis 2
The efficacy of the group will correlate with commitment to goals. In other words,
the greater the efficacy in a group, the greater the commitment to goals.

CHAPTER II

Methodology

Approach
Quantitative data will be gathered with two different surveys. Individuals from two
non-profit organizations will each take a self-efficacy measurement at the beginning of the
retreat. The scores will be combined to give each group their own collective efficacy
score.
Each group will then participate in a different pre-goal setting process, followed by
the same goal setting process. The same four handouts and training on goal setting will
be given to both groups. (See Appendix A) Once the subgoals step has been completed,
commitment will be measured. Subgoal commitments for each group will be compared
using at-test to identify differences, thus, measuring the effect of the pre-goal setting
process on commitment to the subgoals. Correlations will be computed for the efficacy
scores and the commitment scores within each group to see how they relate.
Qualitative data will be gathered through observations by the facilitators during the
retreats. Attention will be given to content of discussion as well as the process of how
the groups work together in accomplishing the tasks. A follow-up contact will be made
several months after the retreat with the directors. Self-report information will be
gathered from them on lasting impacts and impressions from the retreat and progress of
the group on subgoals set.
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Participants
The participants for this study are the directors, board presidents, staff, board
members, and volunteers of two non-profit organizations. The director for Group A has
been there for 5 years. Group B's director has been there 15 years. The groups consist
of subjects that are of both sexes, various ages and a range of experiences. Neither group
has any previous experience with board and staff meeting together or of team goal setting.
The participants will randomly select themselves by choosing to show up for the retreat.
The following criteria were used to select groups:
1. Goal setting has to be what the organization needs at this time.
2. Total group participation--board, staff, and other stakeholders.
3. Participation is voluntary; cannot force anyone to be there. Need to have a
majority of potential participants.
4. People commit to participate in the whole process. It is important to have the
same players there for all meetings.
5. The work needs to be scheduled in as few meetings as possible, 1 or 2 is best.
Depending on number of participants, 7-9 hours of work is recommended.
6. Surveys need to be taken by everyone at the same time.
7. Small volunteer group agrees to work with consultant on fine tuning the design
and handling the logistics.
8. Pre-meeting with management/leaders and consultant.

Measurements
Before beginning the retreat each participant will fill out a self-efficacy measure
(Sherer, Maddux, Mercandante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, & Rogers, 1982). (See
Appendix B) Confirmation of several predicted conceptual relationships between the selfefficacy subscales and other personality measures (Locus of Control, Personal Control,
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Social Desirability, Ego Strength, Interpersonal Competence, and Self-esteem) provide
evidence of construct validity.
Items on the self-efficacy scale focus on three areas: willingness to initiate behavior,
willingness to expend effort in completing the behavior, and persistence in the face of
adversity. The scale measures generalized self-efficacy expectations dependent on past
experiences and tendencies to attribute success to skill as opposed to chance.
Upon completion of selecting the top prioritized goal, brainstorming potential
subgoals/actions, and identifying first subgoals to take action on, members of each group
will take a nine-item commitment scale on each subgoal selected for action (Hollenbeck et
al., 1989). Since commitment to the goal cannot be directly observed, the instrument to
be used is Hollenbeck's construct validated measure of goal commitment. (See Appendix

C)

Procedure
An initial meeting will be held with the director and board president and other
volunteers to establish a final agreement about conducting the goal setting process.
Agenda items will include: clarify expectations; create a purpose statement for the retreat;
set dates, times, and handle logistics; clarify roles and responsibilities of leaders, board,
staff and consultant.
The following is a breakdown of size, meeting time and the agenda for each group:
Group A: Potential of 22-27 participants
9 hour session
Review history, present situation and future
Prioritize goals and set subgoals for top goal
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Group B: Potential of 20-25 participants
7 1/2 hour session
Review present situation and future

Prioritize goals and set subgoals for priority goal

The following is the outline for the retreats. Item 5, the history treatment, did not
appear on Group B's outline. Exercises were done with individuals, small groups, and
the total group. Small groups were changed frequently to allow people to get to know
one another and to rotate staff and leaders.
1. Self-efficacy survey
2. Introductions
3. Retreat purpose statement
4. Models for retreat
5. History - significant events and impacts of those events
6. Present - most critical issues facing the organization today
7. Preferred future/vision - draw the organization in five years, values in
drawings, develop vision statement
8. Goals - mini-lecture and handouts (See Appendix A), brainstorm next five
years, prioritize critical issues, develop goal statement
9. Action plans - brainstorm possible actions, prioritize, establish first subgoals
10. Subgoals commitment survey
11. Next steps
12. Wrap up/closure

CHAPTER III

Results

Participants
A summary of the descriptive statistics for the two groups is presented in Table 1.
Group A had 15 participants with a mean age of 52. Group B had 16 participants with a
mean age of 41. The number of years with the organization averaged 3.4 for Group A
and 3.1 for Group B.

TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics for Group A and Group B
Group A
History Treatment
(N = 14)

Group B
No History Treatment
(N = 16)

Mean Age
SD
Range

52.1
12.7
38.0

41.4
9.6
37.0

Mean Years with Organization
SD
Range

3.4
4.9
18.3

3.1
4.0
14.8

130.3
14.5
51.0

125.0
9.1
28.0

37.8
3.9
10.7

38.4
2.3
8.2

Mean Self-Efficacy Score
SD
Range
Mean Sub-goal Commitment
SD
Range

18

19
The representation of board, staff, and volunteers was very similar for both groups.
Each had 9 board members present and 2 volunteers. Group A had 4 staff and Group B
had 5 staff. Group A had 2 males and 13 females, and Group B had 3 males and 13
females. The greatest difference between the groups was their average age.

Hypothesis 1
Mean scores of each group's commitment to the subgoals and the t-test comparison
is shown in Table 2. Group A has a slightly lower commitment, however, this difference
is not statistically significant. In order to look closer and see if there was any difference
in any one goal, 12 subsequent t-tests were run comparing individual subgoals of each
group. There was no statistical significance. The null hypothesis is accepted. The
approach to goal setting did not affect goal commitment.

TABLE 2

Comparing Mean Commitment to Subgoals
Between Group A and Group B

Group A
History Treatment
(N

Mean

SD

37.8

3.9

t-value

= 14)
- 0.6*

Group B
38.4
No History Treatment
(N

= 16)

*NS (p > 0.1)

2.3
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Hypothesis 2
The correlation of the self-efficacy measure and the subgoal commitment measure
for each group is shown in Tables 3 and 4. The correlations are higher for Group A than
they are for Group B. Again, none are statistically significant.

Table 3
Correlation Coefficients for Comparison of Self-Efficacy
Scores to Subgoal Commitments for Group A
Group A
History Treatment
SE

SG1

SG2

SG3

SE

1.000

SG1

0.442

1.000

SG2

0.521

0.789

1.000

SG3

0.434

0.922

0.828

1.000

MEAN

0.489

0.957

0.918

0.967

MEAN

1.000
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Table 4
Correlation Coefficients for Comparison of Self-Efficacy
Scores to Subgoal Commitments for Group B
Group B
No History Treatment
SE

SG1

SG2

SG3

SG4

SE

1.000

SG1

0.138

1.000

SG2

0.155

0.721

1.000

SG3

-0.052

0.123

0.157

1.000

SG4

0.119

-0.061

0.419

0.223

1.000

MEAN

0.122

0.661

0.841

0.599

0.573

MEAN

1.000

CHAPTERIV

Discussion

Quantitative Results
The statistics show no significant difference in commitment to the subgoals between
the groups with the history treatment and no history treatment. Several questions arise
regarding the impact of the goal setting approach on goal commitment. Did both
approaches allow enough processing during the pre-goal setting to impact commitment?
Since neither group had ever done any group process or goal setting before, coming
together for a day of sharing and working toward an agreed direction was significant
information to now have in common. Did this processing impact their efficacy?
Another question is, did the impact of a group history process on commitment get
measured accurately in this study? It is important to look at what in the process of goal
setting influences commitment. When the process of setting the goals is completed it is
important to ask "how committed are you?", such as this study did. It is also important to
find out if that commitment is strong enough for participants to take action necessary for
goal achievement. Therefore, another possibility for getting at the impact of the treatment
may be to look at goal achievement rather than just commitment. If reviewing history
increases group energy and cohesiveness by accenting past successes and building
toward future success, a longitudinal study of what they actually do would be a more
accurate measure of the impact of the history treatment.
The self-efficacy measure was given in order to have a moderator baseline for
comparing group differences. Statistically the means for self-efficacy and goal
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commitment of the group show no difference. One would expect the correlations to be
the same.
However, the efficacy score ranges are noticeably different between the groups,
range totals of 51 and 28 (see Table 1). In order to take a closer look I developed scatter
plots of the correlations. Group A shows a positive correlation, while group B shows
none.
This aroused my curiosity. There is, perhaps, more to be gleaned from exploring
the relationships of self-efficacy and goal commitment. The next section will present a
discussion of these relationships based on the qualitative data collected during the study.
I am disappointed with the statistics of the study, but I have not lost my
professional belief that approach impacts goal commitment. Self-efficacy has emerged as
an important factor in goal commitment and it seems to manifest itself in the intensity of
the group process. I am intrigued with the possible connection between goal intensity
and self-efficacy, especially since I can readily visualize my professional influence with it
during a goal setting process. I anticipate further research trying to tie goal intensity to
self-efficacy .

Qualitative Results
Impact of Goal Setting Approach on Commitment
My personal observations, noted earlier, were reinforced by the activities of Groups
A and B during and after this study's experimental phase. During the experiment, Group
A verbally reported that a significant part of their process had been exploring their
organization's history . They said it helped them put their past failures in perspective
because they realized they had succeeded more than they had failed. They realized that
their strength was the ability to take the situation and do what was needed to change
things for the better. It was something of a catharsis for them in that it allowed them to
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put the past in perspective and move on. They openly laughed at some painful mistakes
in light of this new empowering perspective. The leadership of the director and her
impact on the growth and development of the organization was noted as was the evolution
of the board members moving from attending a once a month board meeting to being an
active ongoing fundraising group.
Even though they primarily concentrated their review on the past five years, one
participant had been a part of the organization since its inception. Her sharing gave others
assurance that progress had been made, as well as a continuity in how the group changed
with the needs of the community, surviving through funding fluctuations.
The learnings from their history carried along into their board meeting. The history
mural they created was shared with board members who were not at the retreat and used
as information to pass along the significance of the retreat. Older members thus got to
share their stories and newer members got a deeper understanding of the organization.
The history treatment, so it seems, turned into a significant team building experience for
everyone it touched.
Both groups reported surprise and encouragement about people's similar ideas,
values and future directions for the organization. They commented on the value of having
board and staff together and the opportunity to share ideas and to get know each other.
After the retreat, both directors spoke of group problems and concerns, and also noted the
impact that he retreat had had on the current focus and work of the group.
Three months after the retreat Group A's director reported the group is clearer on
their goals and direction than they used to be. They are taking action and making
progress on their priority goal of developing leadership with critical productivity elements
such as: running meetings more effectively, board mini-trainings, and placing greater
responsibility on committee chairs.
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According to the director of Group B, four months after the retreat, "the most
wonderful thing that came out of the experience is that we are moving in the same
direction together and making the program respond to the needs." People are focused and
making decisions that align to their priority goal of serving youth. She said they
repeatedly have taken out the flip charts from the retreat and looked at them. The flip
charts have also been useful in bringing absent members up to speed. I believe these
post-retreat activities are demonstrative of goal commitment.

Self-Efficacy, Goal Intensity and Goal Commitment Relationship
Above I reported that in my role as researcher/facilitator I observed differences in
the process of each group. In Group A, with the greater range of self-efficacy scores, I
saw group members struggle with doing a forward-thinking vision exercise. One
individual even chose not to participate in the exercise. Two others, both were staff,
could not put their preferred future down in a symbolic picture. One drew the current
situation and talked about the barriers she saw and the other wrote one word connoting
herself as a barrier. In the discussion that followed this exercise, the group moved from
future thinking to problems and barriers. Individuals moved from standing and talking
around the vision mural to sitting in various chairs around the room. The energy level
dropped. Discussion was slow, heavy, and only a few people participated.
When I shared these observations with the group, they acknowledged the shift and
commented that it was a familiar pattern . They often get stuck talking about problems
and barriers and do not get clarity about what they want, even though some individuals
offer optimism and creative ideas in trying to pull the group back to focus. Consequently
they take no action.
Group B had the smaller range of self-efficacy scores, although it has no
individuals as low as some in Group A. This group appeared to be more cohesive in their
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ideas and values. In the visioning process particularly, the group made the observation
that there were many similarities in their drawings of the future. It seemed to reinforce
their cohesiveness. There were no significant shifts in energy or breakdowns in the
communication flow in this group.
There appears to me to be a connection between processing a group's learnings and
ideas, goal intensity and self-efficacy. What happened in both groups, possibly even
more so in Group A which processed their history, seems analogous to what Locke and
Latham (1990) discuss as goal intensity. Group A and B participants purged and flushed
out ideas and values. They imagined future directions, brainstormed possibilities, and
agreed to cognitive action plans. There was modeling and verbal persuasion between
peers, leaders, and group facilitators. Members listened to others' ideas and perceptions,
and used the opportunity to affirm, expand and/or change their own ideas and
perceptions.
In Group A, reflecting on the organization's history fostered a "good news - bad
news" learning. It was a catharsis to let go of the negative perceptions they had and
energizing to focus on their list of accomplishments. I suggest the additional processing
of their history enhanced Group A's goal commitment by way of affecting its goal
intensity. I believe this is what shows up as the positive correlation between self-efficacy
and goal commitment. In other words, Group A needed the time spent with their history
to overcome their self-efficacy differences. This in turn theoretically increased their goal
intensity.

Limitations of the Study
It is a challenge to researchers to get into the every day life of organizations and
gather and measure their ever-changing circumstances. For instance, changes in leaders,
decision and management styles, tenure with the organization, turnover, skill levels,

27
personality styles, are in continuous flux. Furthermore there are also organization norms,
cultures, transitions, policy and management structures as well as the external influences
to contend with. All of these changing circumstances were potentially present during this
study. The complexities of these differences has turned out to be a learning experience
for me. There is no one best, straightforward, way of gathering information.
Researchers need to continue exploring ways to gather and meaningfully analyze data in
the real-time circumstances of complex organization life.

Suggestions for Further Research
Research strongly suggests that self-efficacy is a more powerful predictor of
behavior than either outcome expectancies or past performance (Bandura, 1977). I feel
like I have just scratched the surface of the impact of goal setting approach on goal
intensity, goal commitment, and achievement. All of these warrant further research.
Self-efficacy appears to me to be similar to goal intensity. The relationships
between goal intensity, goal setting approach, and self-efficacy have not been explored
by research.
Both groups in this study had never met before to do goal setting. Both groups
reported more participation and greater satisfaction about what had been accomplished.
The learning curve of both groups is rising as they learn and it comes out in their work.
I think a longitudinal study examining the connection between goal intensity and selfefficacy as well as the affect on goal achievement could be fruitful.
Another research possibility with some promise is to study groups that have been
doing goal setting on a regular basis. Their efficacy and commitment measures to goals
could be compared to a group setting goals for the first time or to groups with a history of
goal setting. I would hypothesize that a group that has done successful ongoing goal
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setting would have higher efficacy and commitment to their goals. Their "history" of goal
setting would impact their efficacy and commitment.
A third group could also be added into the study design in which the group efficacy
could be measured and then goals assigned instead of developed together. Another
variation could be a group doing a problem solving process prior to goal setting.
Ongoing measures of efficacy and goal accomplishment could be taken. This would
show if spending the time with a group doing the history treatment or any pre-goal setting
processing makes a difference.

Learnings of a Consultant
First, I have learned how science works. This thesis evolved from looking at the
impact of history on goal commitment. At the suggestion of a committee member I added
the measure of self-efficacy to strengthen the design. As a result I discovered goal
intensity in the literature and got the idea of there being a potential link to self-efficacy.
Perhaps this may add a facet to the understanding of the pervasive practical activity of
goal setting.
A second significant learning for me is the usefulness of self-efficacy. Individuals
and groups have to come to believe they can accomplish goals, even in the face of
adversity, in order to commit and carry them out to completion. The strengths and
abilities of a group can be brought to their attention in such a way that it helps them
overcome negative attitudes about efficacy. To increase efficacy group members need to
get personal and internalize their abilities and skills. They must get beyond attributing
success to luck or chance. Modeling and verbal persuasion influence the way they build
commitment. Leaders and/or consultants need to be attentive to goal intensity, efficacy
and consequent commitment.
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A third learning revolves around the issue of committing time to a process-type
event. Volunteer non-profit organizations, for that matter, all organizations that have
never done goal setting as a group have difficulty committing to the seemingly large
amounts of time needed for goal setting because they have no experience with the results
of such a process. I have learned to discipline myself about this at the start. I must trust
the process and help the group to do the work that they think needs to be done for now
and subsequently learn how to commit more time to process as they achieve success.
The approach I used in this study had both groups spending a substantial amount of
time on the pre-goal setting process using cognitive evaluation and group participation.
What happened for both groups was exhaustion by the end of the day and rushing to
select a primary goal.
This experience taught me about the power of interventions that value time away
from a task, and then a second session. As a practitioner I will break future work like
this into two or more sessions. I will be careful to stop at a point where members can go
away with success in mind. For instance, breaking just after the selection of the top
priority goal when the group is on a psychological "high." This would prepare them to
return to the next session eager to brainstorm subgoals and start action planning.
In summary of my learning from this study I believe more strongly than ever that
the approach to goal setting must include a processing activity that allows the group to
share knowledge, skills, and masteries. My observations of group process during this
study lead me to believe there is a difference in groups that cognitively review their
history. From what I have learned and theorized about goal intensity I think reviewing
history makes for a more intense total group experience, thereby allowing a group to learn
how to manage their efficacy so it results in goal commitment.
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RE1REAT HANDOUTS

Handout 1

CRffiCALSUCCESSFACTORS
FOR GOAL SETTING
1. The leader(s) of the organization are fully committed and visibly driving the
process.
2. The process involved is valued just as much as the content.
3. Goal setting is a part of everyday operations of the organization and there are
feedback loops; follow-up and evaluation.
4. Key stakeholders are involved in both the development and carrying out of the
goals. Participation is essential.
5. The power and abilities of both analytical and intuitive thinking are utilized (a
balance of critical and creative thinking).
6. The planning includes vision and values; the underlying perspectives and beliefs.
7. The mission, vision and strategies are communicated to members (old and new) of
the organization in ways that are meaningful to them.
8. The reward system of the organization should reinforce the values and goals.
9.

Commit to the goals. Be willing to reprioritize and follow through on actions that
support the goals.

10. Publicly share goals.
11. Write goals down. Post them up. Put up pictures. Use visible reminders that you
see frequently.
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Handout 2
REASONS WHY GOAL SETTING FAILS
Lack of buy-in.
Lack of implementation.
Lack of clarity of steps and responsibilities.
Lack of follow-up.
Lack of sensitivity to the external world.
Failure to challenge basic assumptions, examine situations creatively.
Lack of sensitivity to the inner world; failure to explore and get agreeement on underlying
values and beliefs.
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Handout 3

A "USEFUL" GOAL CONTAINS
FIVE KEY ELEMENTS

A USEFUL GOAL IS:
1. SPECIFIC-

describes what you want to accomplish
with as much detail as possible. Focus on
what you want, not what you don't want.
You create what you are clearest about.

poor - "I want to do my best." "I don't want to sell only 10."
better - "I will sell 50 boxes of candy by March 20th."

2. MEASURABLE-

describes your goal in terms that can be
clearly evaluated.

poor - "I want to lose weight this year."
better-" I will lose 15 lbs. by June 1st."

3. CHALLENGING- a goal that takes energy and discipline to
acomplish.
poor- "I want to make it to all my meetings tomorrow."
better - "I will make it to all my meetings on time and well prepared tomorrow."

4. REALISTIC-

a goal you know you are actually capable
of obtaining yourself.

poor - "I will be president of the School Board in the fall."
better - "I will run for president of the School Board in the fall."

5. SCHEDULED-

set specific dates and times to work
toward.

poor - "I want to complete this report as soon at possible.
better - I will complete this report by noon on Friday."
11

11
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Handout 4
SUCCESS TIPS FOR ACTION PLANNING
1.

Write out clear, bite-size steps.

2.

Specifically state at, by when.

3.

Set times to monitor and evaluate progress.
"Is the action I took creating the result I wanted?"
Make mid-course corrections. If something is not working ask:
"Did I give it enough time?" "Was I consistent?" "Is it time to try
something else?"

4.

Evaluate what works for you. Try new things. Experiment.
Ask others for ideas and input.

5.

Know that it is okay to revise a goal or action plan.
It is more empowering to do it consciously -proactive vs. reactive.

6.

Be patient and gently with yourself. Sometime priorities shift.
Acknowledge it and get back on track.

7.

Set up support systems -- both internal to the group and external.

8.

CELEBRATE! CELEBRATE! CELEBRATE!
--milestones, efforts, and accomplishments.

Appendix B
Self-Efficacy Survey
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SELF-EFFICACY SURVEY
DATE: _ _ _ __

SEX: M

AGE: _ __

F

ORGANIZATION: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

POSITION: _ _ _ _ __

HOW LONG: _ _ __

PLEASE CIRCLE A RESPONSE TO THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

When I make plans, I am certain I can make them work.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

One of my problems is that I cannot get down to work when I should.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

If I can't do a job the first time, I keep trying until I can.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

When I set important goals for myself, I rarely achieve them.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I give up on things before completing them.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I avoid facing difficulties.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

If something looks too complicated, I will not even bother to try it.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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8. When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick to it until I finish it.

9.

strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

When I decide to do something, I go right to work on it.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10. When trying to learn something new, I soon give up if I am not initially successful.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11. When unexpected problems occur, I don't handle them well.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. I avoid trying to learn new things when they look too difficult for me.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13. Failure just makes me try harder.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14. I feel insecure about my ability to do things.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

15. I am a self-reliant person.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16. I give up easily.
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17. I do not seem capable of dealing with most problems that come up in life.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

18. It is difficult for me to make new friends.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

19. If I see someone I would like to meet, I go to that person instead of waiting for him
or her to come to me.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

20. If I meet someone interesting who is hard to make friends with, I'll soon stop trying
to make friends with that person.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

21. When I'm trying to become friends with someone who seems uninterested at first, I
don't give up easily.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

22. I do not handle myself well in social gatherings.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

23. I have acquired my friends through my personal abilities at making friends.
strongly disagree

disagree

mildly disagree

neither

mildly agree

agree

strongly agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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GOAL COMMITMENT SURVEY
DATE: _ _ _ __

AGE: _ __

F

SEX: M

ORGANIZATION: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

POSITION: _ _ _ _ __

HOW LONG: _ _ __

Goal:

Sub-Goal/Action Step: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

For each subgoal you have developed, please circle a response to the following
statements.

1. It's hard to take this subgoal seriously.

1
Strongly Agree

2
Agree

3
Neither

4
Disagree

5
Strongly Disagree

2. It's unrealistic for me to expect to reach this subgoal.
1
Strongly Agree

2

3

Agree

Neither

4
Disagree

5
Strongly Disagree

3. It is quite likely that this subgoal may need to be revised, depending on how things
go.

1
Strongly Agree

2
Agree

3
Neither

4

Disagree

5
Strongly Disagree

4. Quite frankly, I don't care ifl achieve this subgoal or not.

1
Strongly Agree

2
Agree

3
Neither

4

Disagree

5
Strongly Disagree
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5. I am strongly committed to pursuing this subgoal.

1
Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

6. It wouldn't take much to make me abandon this subgoal.

1
Strongly Agree

2

3

Agree

Neither

4
Disagree

5
Strongly Disagree

4
Disagree

5
Strongly Disagree

7. I think this subgoal is a good subgoal to shoot for.
1
Strongly Agree

2

3

Agree

Neither

8. I am willing to put forth a great deal of effort beyond what I'd normally do to achieve
this subgoal.

1
Strongly Agree

2

Agree

3
Neither

4

Disagree

5
Strongly Disagree

9. There is not much to be gained by trying to achieve this subgoal.

1
Strongly Agree

2

Agree

3
Neither

4

5

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

